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S'vMiARY  AW  Xm,IGj&IGZio 


Biers  is  a natural  concern  throughout  the  Navy  with  tba  identi- 
fication and  utilization  of  leadership  qualities.  This  ia  a report  on  two 
problems  related  to  leadership.  First,  how  independent  of  personal  friend- 
ship are  estimates  of  leadership?  Secondly,  we  wish  to  know  the  relation- 
ship between  leadership  characteristics  and  those  characteristics  which 
would  make  a man  a good  group  member  capable  of  following  a leader.  Are 
the  qualities  which  raska  for  good  leadership  compatible  or  incompatible  with 
the  qualities  which  constitute  good  followership? 

Ths  best  available  technique  for  tba  measurement  of  leadership 
qualities  is  the  peer  nomination  method,  Typically,  each  member  of  a group 
is  asked  to  nominate  the  three  members  of  his  group  T,-hom  he  considers  most 
capable  of  leadership  and  the  three  members  -whom  he  considers  least  capable 
of  leadership.  A maos  "leadership  score**  is  determined  by  the  number  of 
positive  nominations  fron  the  group  be  obtains  in  contrast  to  negative  nomi- 
nations. Using  this  technique,  estimates  of  individual  leadership  qualities 
were  obtained  in  six  sections  of  approximately  JO  Kaval  Cadets  each.  A 
total  of  187  leadership  ratings  were  obtained.  In  addition,  nominations 
were  obtained  for  "high"  asd  "low"  followership  capacity.  Bach  member  of 
the  section  was  asked  to  assume  he  was  a leader  of  a military  mission  and 
to  nominate  three  members  whom  he  would  prefer  as  members  of  the  group  and 
the  three  he  would  least  prefer.  These  were  called  followership  ratings. 
Finally,  each  nominator  listed  his  three  best  friends  in  the  section. 

The  results  of  our  analysis  of  the  relationships  among  these 
measures  yield  certain  clear-cut  concisions . Leadership  estimates  are  to 
a considerable  extent  independent  of  friendship.  In  other  words,  the  basis 
on  which  an  individual  nominates  someone  as  being  "high*'  or  "low"  on  leader- 
ship is  not  necessarily  determined  by  his  friendship  with  the  1 ’dividual 
being  rated.  For  exa%le,  of  the  men  listed  as  friends  by  the  nomi- 
nators were  not  nominated  as  one  of  the  three  'highest**  on  leadership. 

In  regard  to  followership,  there  was  an  extremely  high  relationship 
between  the  leadership  nominations  and  tbj  individuals  chosen  as  good 
followers.  If  an  indiviaiul  was  nominated  as  a leader  by  an  individual, it 
was  most  likely  that  he  would  be  nominated  as  one  who  was  desired  as  a member 
or  follower  in  the  group.  This  is  to  say  that  those  people  whom  people  would 
choose  to  bs  their  leader  they  wo«ld  also  chow*  to  ’os  followers  if  they 
themselves  were  leaders. 

In  regard  to  this  latter  finding  it  appears  that  the  man  capable 
of  being  a leader  * ~ also  considered  capable  of  beiig  a good  g**oup  member 
or  of  following  a 1-ader.  Ibis  makes  eenoa  in  our  present  structured  insti- 
tution in  which  a man  must  not  only  lead  his  group  but  be  capable  of  follow® 
ing  directions  from  leadens  higher  in  the  hierarchy.  This  makes  our  task  of 
selection  more  difficult  in  that  you  cannot  assume  that  those  who  ere  not 
"high"  on  leadership  will  make  good  followers.  However,  our  task  is  more 
clearly  defined. 


p 


INTROBIKJTICI? 


0?  tbs  various  techniques  which,  have  emerged  from  recent  social 
research,  those  founded  in  sociometric  nominations  or  ratings  have  proved 
to  be  among  the  most  useful.  During  the  last  years,  several  studies  (1,2, 

3, 7;  8)  have  demonstrated  the  validity  of  such  measures  against  various 
performance  criteria.  In  a very  tangible  sense,  this  literature  documents 
the  effectiveness  of  group  opinion  in  making  predictions  about  Individual 
group  members,  particularly  with  regard  to  leader  si  ip.  Empirically,  then, 
the  techniques  of  evaluation  by  .peers  have  gained  substantial  support. 

Shis  paper  concerns  itself  with  two  problems  of  seme  import  to 
the  interpretation  of  peer  nominations.  One  of  these  is  the  "followership" 
issue,  that  is,  the  interpretation  which  may  be  drawn  from  leadership  nomi- 
nation data  with  regard  to  characteristics  of  followership,  A rather  popu- 
lar position  considers  that  individuals  nominated  "low”  or  disregarded  on 
leadership  nominations  constitute  a followership  group.  This  view  rests  on 
the  assun^tion  that  leadership  and  followership  fall  at  opposite  poles  of 
a status  continuum.  An  alternative  position,  however,  which  cakes  iso 
assumption,  might  hypothesize  this  "non-leader"  group  to  be  neither  desirable 
as  leaders  nor  desirable  as  followers*  Thus,  ft  is  probable  that  within 
given  institutional  structures,  leadership  and  followership  qualities  are 
interdependent.  To  determine  whether  this  is  true,  insofar  as  peer  nomi- 
nations may  reveal  such  relationships,  is  our  first  problem. 

A second  issue  with  which  we  are  concerned  is  the  lingering  doubt 
that  peer  nominations  represent  much  more  than  a "popularity  contest." 

Here,  the  critic  asks,  in  effect:  ere  leadership  nominations  so  much  a 

function  of  "relevant"  factors  aa  they  are  a consequence  of  sheer  popularity, 
i.©.,  considerations  of  friendship?  At  least  one  response  to  this  question 
has  been  presented  by  Wherry  and  Fryer  (7).  Beporting  on  their  research 
at  the  Signal  Corps  Officer  Candidate;  School,  they  contend  that  peer  ratings 
on  leadership  yield  superior  predictions  of  performance  and  hence  constitute 
something  beyond,  or  divorced  from  popularity  aa  such.  Hhsir  case  is  sub- 
stantiated by  analyses  against  criteria  external  to  the  ratings,  with 
conclusions  drawn  infarentially  from  the  obtained  relationships.  This  is 
oound  evidence,  but  only  in  one  aspect.  The  fact  remains  that  the  qualities 
of  popularity  or  friendliness  determining  ratings  in  one  area  may  well  he 
the  common  determinant  of  success  in  later  performance.  Complementary  data 
drawn  from  a more  direct  approach  to  this  question  would  appear  to  be  re- 
quired. 


In  this  approach,  we  shall  treat  these  problem  of  followership, 
leadership  and  friendship  together  for  several  reasons.  First,  there  is 
tbs  interest  in  any  differential  effect  that  friendship  may  play  in  leader- 
ship and  followership  choices.  Second,  and  perhaps  more  critically,  there 
la  the  realization  that  if  a relationship  were  to  be  found  between  leader- 
ship and  followership,  it  would  bo  desirable  to  law  the  extent  to  which 
this  was  a function  of  cosmon  characteristics  rather  than  merely  a choice 
of  friends  for  coesaon  roles*  The  ultimate  aim  is  to  provide  a somwhat  el 
ocoplete  view  of  the  meaning  of  poor  caaimatlons. 
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PROBLEM 


Simply  put,  tfc?  purpose  of  the  present  study  is  to  define  more 
clearly  the  interrelate  >n'.Lips  among  sociometrically  derived  measures  of 
leadership,  follower chi;,  and  friendship.  Two  typical  questions  of  a general 
nature  to  be  studied  a..  e these: 

1.  In  what  way,  and  to  what  degre%  is  followership  related  to 
leadership? 

2.  In  u'iu<,  way,  and  to  what  degree,  is  friendship  related  to 
leadership,  and  h<„  ’ dees  this  compare  with  the  relationship,  if  any,  between 
friendship  and  fo  ^wership? 


SUBJECTS  AND  PROCEDURE 

!C ■ 

The  es , £>ie  consisted  of  18’f  Naval  Avla&ion  Cadets  representing 
eight  sections  Muating  from  a 15  week  pre-flight  traJL&ing  course  at 
Pensacola  in  tl  fall  of  1953*  The  characteristic  R0CS-type”  regimen  to 
which  the  cede*  . -are  exposed  tends  to  bring  about  strong  in-group  affili- 
ations within  ; '*}  sections.  By  the  end  of  the  pre-flight  course,  it  is 
reasonable  to  vset  that  each  of  the  cadets  has  had  an  opportunity  to  ob- 
serve his  secii'  .o-mates  under  a variety  of  conditions.  With  regard  to 
background,  i1*  night  be  noted  too  that  all  the  cadets  have  had  a minimum 
of  two  years  t college  or  its  sqpiv'aleat  and  have  a mean  age  slightly  in 
excess  of  21, 

During  its  last  week  of  training,  each  section  was  asked  to 
complete  tares  sociossstric  nomination  forms;  the  first  two  of  these  were 
on  leadership  and  followership,  t be  third  on  friendship.  In  the  case  of  the 
leadership  aid  followarshixj  forms,  the  cadet  was  instructed  on  the  sheet  to 
assume  that  h®  was  assigned  to  "a  special  military  writ  with  an  undisclosed 
mission,  **  For  leadership,  he  was  asked  to  nominate  in  order  three  cadets 
from  Ms  section  whosa  he  considered  best  qualified  ( n7%igk" ) to  lead  this 
spoci.il  ’nit  and  throe  cadets  from  Ms  section  whom  hi  considered  least 
qualified  (wIow!*).  Qu  the  followership  form,  a simULv*  set  was  presented 
with  the  instruction  that  the  cadet  assume  that  ha  hl~celf  had  been  assigned 
to  tbs  leadership  of  this  special  unit;  from  among  h4  •»  eaction-saates,  he  was 
asked  to  nominate  three  cadets  whom  ha  would  want  ae  ; art  of  Ms  unit  end 
throe  whom  he  would  not  want.  Both  forms  stressed  tL  ..  cadets  ware  to  bo 
selected  la  terms  of  tbs  abilities  which  tbs  nominator  considered  to  be 
importeust  for  these  roles.  The  third  form  solicited  the  names  of  three 
cadets  whcaa  the  nominator  considered  to  be  Mo  best  friends,  within  his 
section. 


Scores  on  tha  leadership  and  fol2o«arehip  variables  were  derived 
by  weighting  positive  nominations  +5,  +2, ant!  +1,  end  negative  uxninaticas 
-1,  -2,  end  -3»  An  algebraic  summation  of  those  weights  was  than  divided  by 
thz  potential  of  nominators  in  tho  section,  for  any  oes  man  (H  - l), 

thus  yielding  m index  of  a cadet's  standing  from  +3  to  -3  oa  both  the 
leadership  eM  foliwership  continue.  Friesmchlp  nominations  ware  treated 
by  «*  siBjple  msmtLO%  of  a cadet noesinstions  divided  by  H » .1;  in  this 


instance,  no  signs  w@r©  involved,  since  only  positive  nominations  were  ob- 
tained. 


.-\KflLYSES  AND  RESULTS 

The  split-half  reliabilities  secured  for  the  three  scores,  using 
odd-even  nominators  (l  » 104),  were  as  follows:  leadership,  .94;  follower- 

ship,  .91,  friendship,  .41.  The  r's  reported  have  been  corrected  by  the 
Spearman-Brown  prophecy  formula. 

The  findings  of  correlational  analysis  ere  presented  in  Table  I. 
The  inter  correlations  of  the  three  socicmatric  variables  will  he  seen  to 
reach  a significant  confidence  level,  with  the  coefficient  between  leader- 
ship and  followership  (r  « .92)  attaining  the  highest  magnitude  of  the 
throe.  Tbs  corelation  of  .47  between  leadership  and  friendship  is  in  accord 
with  relationships  of  a similar  magnitude  obtained  between  leadership  and 
popularity  in  previous  studies  reviewed  by  Stogdill  (6,  p.  59).  To  de- 
termine the  Significance  of  the  difference  between  the  three  combinations 
of  paired  correlations,  the  t test  was  applied.  Computation  of  tho 
standard  error  of  the  difference  was  accomplished  through  a technique  sug- 
gested by  Peatman  (4,  p.  420)  which  allows  for  dependent  samples  with  one 
array  in  common.  As  indicated,  all  of  these  differences  are"  significant 
beyond  the  .01  level,  with  the  obtained  magnitudes  indicating  that  friendship 
contributes  relatively  less  weight  to  leadership  than  it  does  to  follower- 
ship.  A partial  r calculated  between  leadership  and  followership,  with 
friendship  held  constant,  yields  a coefficient  of  .90.  The  effect  of  friend- 
ship on  the  basic  leadership-followership  relationship  appears  to  be  negli- 
gible, therefore. 

Since  the  nomination  scores  were  group -derived,  with  weightings 
introduced  which  might  serve  to  obscure  personal  interactions,  two  additional 
analyses  were  completed  with  direct  utilisation  of  individual  choice-response 
patterns.  Those  are  summarized  in  Tables  XX  and  XXX.  In  Table  II,  consider- 
ation is  given  the  disposition  of  a nominator's  three  "high"  and  three  "low" 
leadership  choices,  so  far  as  his  nominations  for  followership  are  concerned. 
The  analysis  quasi  ions  whether  a nominator  tends  to  choose  Ms  "high”  leader- 
ship nominees  ns  "high"  on  followership,  and  whether  tha  reverse  holds  true 
as  well,  Reading  across  the  top  row,  the  mean  in  eac‘  cell  represents  the 
moan  number  of  all  the  nominators'  three  "high"  leadership  choices  who  were 
chosen  "high"  or  "low"  or  not  mentioned  on  followership.  The  sum  of  these 
taaans  across  will  equal  3«00,  Consider,  as  an  illustration,  the  first  cell; 
tha  moan  of  1.67  indicates  that  this  number,  out  of  three  "high"  leadership 
nominees,  v?*re  nominated  — on  the  average  — as  "highTr  on  follower ship . 

An  alternative  way  of  viewing  these  data  is  in  percentage  form.  In  the 
first  cell,  when,  36$  (1*67/3* 00 ) of  no®* nations  are  represented,  7*  3 
bottom  row  presents  the  identical  . "\ly-  .r  for  those  nominated  "low”  on 
leadership.  Haro,  as  might  he  t t*~  •*,  .*20,  the  trend  of  mean  size  is  re- 
versed, reflecting  tha  high  corrections  between  leadership  and  followership. 

An  analysis  similar  to  the  previous  one  is  presented  in  Table  HI, 
The  focus  of  attention  hare  is  on  the  disposition  of  friends  within  leader- 
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ship  arid  followership  nc®dKation  categories;  Specifically,  considers4,  ion 
has  been  given  to  the  mean  number  of  the  nominators f friends  who  are  nomi- 
nated, on  the  average,  as  "high"  or  ”lown  or  not  at  all  on  leadership,  in 
the  bop  raw,  and  on  followership,  in  the  bottom  row*  Fr-os  the  first-  two 
top  cello  it  will  be  acted  that,  of  the  three  friends,  an  average  of  .83 
of  them  are  nominated  ’’high”  on  leadership  while  2,11  of  them  are  disre- 
garded in  these  nominations,  This  stands  in  contrast  to  the  adjacent  bottom 
cells  where  means  of  1*33  and  1*63  friends  are  nominated  "high"  on  follower- 
ship  or  disregarded.  These  means,  of  course,  may  he  simply  transformed  to 
percentages  as  indicated  for  Table  II.  This  over-all  pattern  highlights 
the  fact  that  an  average  of  more  than  two  out  of  three  friends  are  dis- 
regsrded  on  leadership  nominations;  so  far  as  followership  nominations  are 
concerned,  no  such  marked  tendency  evidences  itself.  The  t values  computed 
vertically  establish  the  significant  differ- ^ces  in  disposition  of  friends 
between  leadership  and  followership  nominations  for  the  "high"  or  not 
mentioned  categories. 


DISCUS3I0K 

With  respect  to  the  fundamental  questions  underlying  this  investi- 
gation, the  results  indicate,  first, that  leadership  and  followership  nomi- 
nations are  intimately  related  in  a positive  direction.  The  Implication  of 
this  finding  is  that  the  more  desired  followers  tend  to  he  at  the  upper 
extremes  of  the  leadership  distribution;  a corollary  of  this  would  be  that 
those  who  sue  low  or  disregarded  on  leadership  nomination  are  not  viewed 
as  desirable  followers. 

The  second  major  finding  is  that  leadership  and  followership 
nominations  are,  to  a considerable  extent,  independent  of  ths  friendship 
choice  of  the  Eomlnators.  This  finding  tends  to  substantiate  the  fact  that 
peer  nominations  a*  5 not  mare  "popularity  contests,"  but  represent,  at 
least  far  the  variables  of  this  study,  evaluations  of  the  individual's 
potential  for  performance  independent  of  the  dimension  of  friendship. 

In  discussion  of  the  relatively  high  correspondence  between  leader- 
ship and  followership,  the  crux  of  the  matter  lies,  of  course,  in  our  defi- 
nition of  followership.  The  term  may  be  broadly  approached  from  the  view  • 
point  of  the  leader  or  that  of  the  led,  i.e.,  the  followers.  In  other  words, 
the  followers  may  be  evaluated  on  their  capacity  as  followers  or  their 
willingness  to  he  followers.  One  may  adopt  either  or  both  views.  We  have 
chosen  to  view  followership  as  It  is  judged  from  the  leadership  standpoint. 

We  have  made  this  choice  for  two  reasons:  first,  the  reality  of  institution- 
al demands  and,  second,  the  nature  of  the  sociometric  process  and  its 
established  validity.  A composite  of  followership  nomination.*,  from  potential 
leaders  — followership  as  viewed  by  all  group  members  acting  as  a leader  — 
preeento  a reasonably  satisfactory  picture  of  this  kind  of  followership.  As 
it  emerges  hers,  then,  our  definition  of  followership  is  the  extent  to  which 
an  individual  is  desired  by  potential  leaders  of  a group  functioning  within 
a circumscribed  institutional  context. 
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In  keeping  with  this  line  of  thinking,  an  additional  analysis  was 
conducted  to  determine  whether  individuals  chosen  "high"  on  leadership 
differed  essentially  in  thsir  choice  of  followers  from  individuals  chosen 
"low”  on  leadership.  By  correlating  the  followership  scores  derived  from 
nominations  made  "by  individuals  in  the  top  half  of  the  leadership  continuum 
with  followership  scores  derived  from  nominations  made  by  individuals  in  the 
lower  half  of  the  leadership  continuum,  it  was  found  that  the  leadership 
status  factor  made  little  difference  in  tfca  selection  of  followers;  the 
correlation  between  the  followership  scores  obtained  independently  from 
these  two  nominator  groups  was  .82.  Noting  that  the  split-half  reliability 
is  a correlation  between  two  sets  of  followership  scores  obtained  inde- 
pendently of  the  leadership  status  of  those  making  nominations,  this  r of 
„u2  accords  well  with  followership >e  uncorrected  reliability  of  .83. 

The  finding  that  good  leaders  are  also  fudged  as  good  followers  4 
makes  sense  when  viewed  within  an  institutional  framework  like  the  military 
establishment.  The  principle  represented  applies  as  well  to  other  insti- 
tutions, however.  With  the  increasing  complexity  of  our  society,  the  role 
of  the  institutional  leader  demands  something  more  than  leaping  on  a white 
charger  to  gallop  off  in  a solely  self-determined  direction.  Typically,  he 
must  effectively  lead  his  group  in  directions  which  have  been  assigned  to 
that  group.  Given  this  circumstance,  the  leader  must  himself  be  a good 
follower  or  his,  group  may  find  itself  destroyed  or  performing  inefficiently 
in  a total  organizational  mission.  This  point  has  been  well  elucidated  in 
an  industrial  study  of  the  first-line  supervisor  by  Pels;  (5), 

At  a theoretical  level,  the  findings  suggest  one  possible  further 
dimension  to  the  description  of  characteristics  of  a good  leader,  that  is, 
good  followership.  While  we  have  not  defied  such  character isticr.,  it 
appears  fruitful,  to  consider  the  peer  nomination  technique  as  havii,g  utility 
in  permitting  their  specification.  Whatever  use  say  be  i&aui>  of  this  added 
dimension,  practically,  it  may  profitably  serve  as  aa  adjunct  tc  leadership 
data  where  such  techniques  as  peer  nominations  are  aimed  toward  the  ful- 
filling of  institutionally  prescribed  leadership  roles. 
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TABIjB  I 


IKTBRCORRELATIOKS  AMOK* 

LSAIKRSHIP,  FOXOWSRSHI?  AND  FRIEKBSHIP  SCORES 


Correlated  Variables 

r* 

P 

Leadership  vs.  Followership 

.92 

< .001 

Leadership  vs.  Friendship 

AT 

<.001 

Followership  vs.-  Friendship 

.55 

< .001 

B » 107 


* A significance  of  differences  beyond  the  2$  level  between  all  combinations 
Of  these  coefficients  was  obtained. 


TA 

mm  FREQUENCY 

OF  HIGH  AND  LOW  LEADERSSI 


Sigh 


Nominated  High  on 
Locdortship 


x * 1.67 
6 a ,75 


I 


Nominated  Low  on 
Leadership 


X **  0 

t'  “ 0 


n 


OF  DISTRIBUTION 
‘ NO&EHAOIONS  ON  FOLLOWKHSSIjP 


X -.1.31  X « *0g 

6 * .7^-  6 « .Is*  £X  s«  3«00 


X * 1.06  I X 1.91 

6 » .79  I 6 » .79  Ex  “ 


TABLE  III 


MEM  ASSHMSKT  OP  LEASSRSSIP 

AHD  POLLOWERf^EIP  MMUCATEO^  FOR  THE  THREE  FRI8UDS  ECSOATED 


High 

Eot  Mentioned 

Low 

Leadership  nominations 
of  three  friends# 

X a .83 
6 * , Si 

X a 2.11 
6 * .71 

X * .06 
6 a .24 

Followership  Coronations 
of  three  friends* 

X a 1,33 

6 **  ,73 

X * 1.63 
<5»  .73 

i 

X a .04 
6 a .18 

3.00 


3.00 


t « 6,23  t o 6.40  t a «9 

p « <.ooi  p<.ooi  p>«03 


H » 186 


* Each  8,  twtlog  a a a racesinator,,  cases  three  friends,  The  top  row  examines 
the  mean  uirober  of  friendship  nominees  nmi1.na.ted  aj  on  leadership, 

not  s»Kt£o»sd,  or  noalmtci  as  “loir3  on  leadership;  the  bottom  row  presents 
the  saa*  analysis  for  followership  nominations. 


